PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Alvie L. Louck
DOCKET NO.: 05-01714.001-R-1 and 05-01714.002-R-1
PARCEL NO.: 06-342-004-00 and 06-342-005-00

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are

Alvie L. Louck, the appellant; and the Henderson County Board of
Revi ew.

The subject property consists of two adjacent river view
residential lots, each containing 75 front feet and 100 feet of
| ot depth that are located in Oquawka Townshi p, Henderson County.
Parcel 1 is inproved with a 56-year-old, one-story frane
dwel I i ng.

The appellant appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board
claim ng unequal treatnent in the assessnment process as the basis
of the appeal. In support of this argunent, the appellant
submtted four land conparables, sone of which included
phot ogr aphs. Two of these properties were |ocated in Oquawka and
two in Dallas Cty, approximately 28 mles fromthe subject. The
conpar abl es were reported to contain from75 to 1,500 |ineal feet
of land area and had |and assessnents ranging from $2,323 to
$5, 155. The subject |lots each have | and assessnents of $8,558 or
$114. 11 per front foot. Based on this evidence, the appell ant
requested a reduction in the subject's assessnent.

At the hearing, the appellant was unsure of how nuch of his
conparable one, which he reported contained 1,500 of river
frontage, was actually residential |and. The appellant testified
conpar abl e one also included farm and and | and owned by the U. S.
Arny Corps of Engineers. He opined his conparables one and two
were four to five blocks fromthe subject. The appellant further
testified the subject parcels have a consi derabl e anmount of brush
on the bluff below which obstructs his view of the river. He
testified that because he could not afford to have the brush

(Continued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessnment of the
property as established by the Henderson County Board of Review
is warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

DOCKET _NO. PROPERTY NO. LAND | MPR. TOTAL
05-01714.001-R-1 06-342-004-00 $ 8,558 $ 3,827 $ 12,385
05-01714.002-R-1 06-342-005-00 $ 8,558 $ 0 $ 8,558

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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trimred back to inprove the view and that he hinmself could not
trim the brush because of health problens, the subject lots
shoul d not be considered as river view |and. He al so descri bed
the road which runs bel ow the subject and adjacent to the river
argui ng the subject parcels are not actually on the river.

The board of review submtted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject parcels' total assessnents were
di scl osed. In support of the subject's inprovenent assessnent,
the board of review submtted property record cards, volunm nous
supporting data and a grid analysis of eleven conparable
properties |ocated on the bluff above the M ssissippi River like
the subject. The conparables were reported to be located .02 to
1.1 mle from the subject and consist of lots ranging from 50
front feet to 181.5 front feet and have | and assessnments rangi ng
from $6, 712 to $35,138 or from $134.24 to $635.91 per front foot.
The board of review s evidence packet included an explanation of
the nethodology used to value river view land in the subject's
area. The board of review based | and assessnents on sales of two
vacant lots along the river that sold in June 2003 and February
2006 for $90,000 and $80,000, respectively. Based on these
sales, the board of review derived a base market value of $450
per front foot. A lot with 50 feet of frontage by 150 feet deep
was selected as the standard |ot. The nunber of actual front
feet for a given lot is nultiplied tinmes $450 (the base market
val ue) per foot and adjusted for |lot depth | esser or greater than
150 feet according to a table. The result of this is multiplied
by an equalization factor of .895, then that product s
multiplied by .3333 to derive an assessed value. Thi s
net hodol ogy was enpl oyed to assess the subject and all river view
lots fromWarren Street to the northern boundary of the village
of Oguawka. O her base prices were used to value non-riverfront
land and interior lots at |esser values because lots with a view
of the river are the nost sought after lots in the area and
command a prem um ot her areas do not enjoy.

The board of review submtted a critique of the conparables
submtted by the appellant to denonstrate these properties were
not simlar to the subject. The board of review s evidence
stated that the |land assessnent for the appellant's conparable 2
was actual ly $2,323, not $1,122 as stated by the appellant. The
board of review also pointed out that the appellant's conparables
3 and 4 have 105 feet of frontage, not 300 feet and 75 feet,
respectively, as reported by the appellant. The board of
review s evidence stated the subject is adjacent to the north
boundary of the historic Al exis Phel ps house. A lot adjacent to
the south boundary of the Phel ps house sold in 1998 for $75, 000,
indicating the view and location of the subject, which is
simlarly situated, are highly desirable. Further critique of
the appellant's conparables included a statenent that the
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appel l ant's conparable one, which included farm and and which
cannot be clearly delineated as to its residential conponent, has
a view of a slough of the Mssissippi Rver, not the min
channel. The subject is on a bluff above the main river channel,
which is traversed by large watercraft. The view from the
appel lant's conparable one is obstructed by |and owned by the
US. Arny Corps of Engineers, which is congested with trees and
brush which the owner of the conparable cannot trim or cut back
to inprove the view The appellant's conparable 2 has an
obstructed view of the river, unlike the subject. It sits behind
alevy and its viewis simlar to land that sits in a floodpl ain.
The appellant's conparables three and four are located in a
floodplain in Dallas Gty, sone 28 mles fromthe subject. \Wen
the water level in the river is up, street access to these
properties is frequently blocked for days at a tinme. The board
of review contends lots in Dallas City do not have the sane
mar ket appeal as river view lots in Oguawka |ike the subject.
The board of review submtted nunmerous photographs depicting the
view fromthe appellant's conparables that also show the Corps of
Engi neers ground between the conparables and the river.

At the hearing, the board of reviews representative testified
regarding the assessnment methodology described in the board' s
evi dence package.

During cross examnation, the appellant asked the board of
review s representative how lots inland from the subject and
other lots on the bluff above the river channel were assessed.
The board of review s representative responded that interior lots
were assessed at $848 per |ot.

After reviewng the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds that a reduction in the subject's
assessnent is not warranted. The appellant's argunment was
unequal treatnent in the assessnment process. The IIllinois
Suprene Court has held that taxpayers who object to an assessnent
on the basis of lack of uniformty bear the burden of proving the
di sparity of assessnment valuations by clear and convincing
evi dence. Kankakee County Board of Review v. Property Tax Appeal

Board, 131 I1ll.2d 1 (1989). The evidence nust denobnstrate a
consi stent pattern of assessnent inequities within the assessnent
jurisdiction. After an analysis of the assessnent data, the

Board finds the appell ant has not overcone this burden.

The Board finds the parties submtted fifteen conparables for its
consi derati on. The Board gave less weight to the appellant's
conparables three and four because they were |ocated in a
floodplain area in Dallas City, sone 28 mles from the subject.
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The Board gave less weight to the appellant's conparable one
because it contained farm and and neither party could determ ne
exactly what the residential conponent was of the parcel. The
Board gave |l ess weight to the appellant's conparable two because
it was |ocated behind a levee and not on the bluff above the
river road with a view of the river |like the subject. The Board
gave no weight to the appellant's argunment that the subject was
not a river view parcel because he could not trimthe brush and
trees below the subject for health reasons. The Board finds the
board of reviews representative testified other owners of
properties near the subject have trimmed brush to provide an
unobstructed view of the main river channel. The Board finds the
board of review s conparables were all |ocated on the bluff above
the river road |like the subject. The Board gave |ess weight to
five of the board of review s conparables because they differed
in size when conpared to the subject. The Board finds six of
these conparables were simlar to the subject in river frontage
and had land assessnents ranging from $134.24 to $193.60 per
front foot. The subject's |and assessnent of $114.11 per front
foot is supported by these conparable properties. The Board
finds the board of review utilized a consistent nethodology in
assessing all river view parcels in the subject's nei ghborhood.
This nethodol ogy consisted of using a base value of $450 per
front foot, based on recent sales, nultiplied by a lot depth
factor and then by an equalization factor of .895, and finally by
.3333 to derive an assessed val ue. Based on this analysis, the
Board finds the subject's land was wuniformly assessed when
conpared to the nost simlar conparables in the record.

The constitutional provision for wuniformty of taxation and
valuation does not require mathemati cal equality. The
requirement is satisfied if the intent is evident to adjust the
burden with a reasonable degree of uniformty and if such is the
effect of the statute enacted by the General Assenbl y
establ i shing the nethod of assessing real property in its general
operation. A practical uniformty, rather than an absol ute one,
is the test. Apex Mbtor Fuel Co. v. Barrett, 20 Ill.2d 395
(1960). Al t hough the conparables presented by the parties
di scl osed that properties located in the sane area are not
assessed at identical levels, all that the constitution requires
is a practical uniformty, which appears to exist on the basis of
t he evi dence.

In conclusion, the Board finds the appellant failed to establish
unequal treatnment in the assessnment process by clear and
convincing evidence and the subject property's assessnent as
establ i shed by the board of reviewis correct.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board are subject to reviewin the Crcuit Court or Appellate Court
under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735 |ILCS

5/ 3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.
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Menber Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[Ilinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: Septenber 28, 2007

@ﬁmﬂ&@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnent of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s deci sion, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A

PETI TI ON AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION IN OCRDER TO APPEAL

THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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